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 this same time period, the overall Hispanic population increased by 44 percent, and the   
 total U.S. population increased by only 10 percent. 
•	 The	growth	of	the	Dominican	population	has	been	accompanied	by	a	deconcentration	 
 process in which Dominicans are relocating to places outside of the northeast, particularly  
 the south. From 1990 to 2000, the Dominican population in the south increased by  
 approximately 177 percent. From 2000 to 2010, it increased by an additional 102 percent.
Dominican Migrants from the Dominican Republic, 2001-2011
•	 Over	this	period,	approximately	75	percent	of	new	migrants	from	the	Dominican	Republic		 	
 settled in northeastern states, whereas 21 percent settled in southern states.
•	 The	states	of	New	York	and	Florida	ranked	highest	among	the	top	states	of	settlement	for	
 Dominican international migrants. 
•	 The	largest	portion	of	Dominican	international	migrants	in	the	northeast	settled	in	the		 	
 New York-Northeastern NJ metropolitan area. While in the south, the largest portion   
 settled in the Miami-Hialeah, FL metro area. 
•	 The	largest	portion	of	Dominican	international	migrants	was	under	the	age	of	18,	 
 approximately 35 percent.
•	 Over	the	ten	year	period,	educational	attainment	was	low	among	Dominican	international	
 migrants who were 25 years of age or older. Roughly 40 percent of this population did not   
 graduate high school.
•	 	Labor force participation rates were also low, with a 60 percent participation rate among  
 males and a 40 percent participation rate among females, for those 16 years of age or older.
•	 Unemployment	was	high	among	Dominican	international	migrants	as	well—roughly		 	
 29 percent for males and 39 percent for females.
Domestic Dominican Migrants, 2001-2011
•	 Over	the	ten	year	period	examined	in	this	study,	Dominicans	who	once	lived	in	New	
 York State have increasingly moved to other states. The state of Florida received the largest 
 number of Dominican domestic migrants at about 20 percent, followed by New Jersey 
 at 15 percent, and then New York at 14 percent. 
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•	 New York State is the largest sender of Dominicans to other states. It is also the third  
 largest recipient of Dominicans from other states. Despite being both a large sending and 
 receiving state, New York had a negative net migration flow of domestic Dominican  
 migrants over the period.
•	 Slightly	less	than	half	of	Dominican	domestic	migrants	were	born	in	the	U.S.,	in	other	 
 words, about 56 percent were foreign-born. Meaning a large portion of Dominican  
 domestic migrants have made both international and internal moves over their life course.
•	 Among	Dominican	domestic	migrants,	highest	level	of	educational	attainment	is	 
 more evenly split between the sexes than what is observed among international  
 Dominican migrants.
•	 Educational	attainment	for	persons	25	years	of	age	or	older	differed	substantially	between	
 international and domestic Dominican migrants, particularly at the lower end of the 
	 spectrum.	Approximately	28	percent	of	domestic	migrants	had	less	than	a	high	school	
 diploma compared to 40 percent of international migrants.
•	 Nativity	status	appears	to	have	had	a	major	impact	on	educational	attainment	among 
 domestic migrants. While 31 percent of foreign-born domestic migrants had less than a  
 high school education, only 12 percent of U.S-born domestic migrants fell into this category.
•	 Labor	force	participation	rates	for	persons	16	years	of	age	or	older	were	higher	among	





 international migrants, 23 percent versus 29 percent for males and 15 percent versus 39  
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INTRODUCTION
The Dominican population in the United States continues to grow at a steady pace (Hernandez & 
Rivera-Batiz, 2003; Hernandez, 2004). Contrary to the past, demographic growth is now accom-
panied by tremendous internal mobility and geographic dispersion of the Dominican population. 
Historically, Dominicans have been heavily concentrated in the northeast, particularly in New York 
State, specifically in New York City (Graham, 1996). State preference, however, has begun to change 
among Dominicans.  Census data reveals, for instance, that although New York continues to house 
the largest number of Dominicans in the U.S., Dominicans are progressively spreading to other states 
along the northeast corridor as well as out of these boundaries. 
Though some observers have looked into the growth of the Dominican population in New York City, 
historically home to the highest concentration and the largest number of Dominicans, as well as some 
other northeastern areas (Hernandez & Rivera-Batiz, 2003; Grieco, 2004; Brown & Patten, 2013; 
Nwosu & Batalova, 2014), no statistical study to date has been undertaken that targets the new settle-
ment patterns of Dominicans. This is to say that we still do not know whether the current geographic 
mobility of Dominicans is associated with migrants from the Dominican Republic who are no longer 
selecting New York over other states, or whether domestic Dominicans are simply relocating from 
New York to other states.  In any event, attempting to understand Dominican geographic mobility 
raises other important questions: what are the socioeconomic and demographic characteristics of the 
people who move?  Do Dominican international and domestic migrants share a similar profile or do 
they differ in important ways? 
While census data describing geographic mobility and settlement may not reveal exactly why a person 
or a population may decide to migrate (see Funkhouser and Ramos (1993) for one study on Do-
minican migratory choices), it can help us provide details about those who move and the places they 
choose to take up residence. This paper analyzes the characteristics of Dominican geographic mobility 
in the U.S. by examining the settlement patterns of Dominican international migrants and Domini-
cans who move internally within the U.S. (domestic migrants).  The main objective is to describe the 
current state of Dominican migration in the U.S. and to provide insight into the mechanisms under-
lying the process of migration decision making and settlement patterns. 
Methods 
For this analysis we utilized IPUMS ACS sample data for the period of 2001-2011 (Ruggles et al., 
2010). To correct for any possible undercount of the Dominican population we borrowed from the 
methodology developed by Cresece and Ramirez (2003) and recoded the standard variable for Do-
minican ethnic identity.  That is, Dominican classification was based on a more robust set of criteria 
beyond simple self-identification. Persons were classified as Dominican if meeting any of the follow-
ing criteria: 
 (1) Self-identified as Dominican on the ACS questionnaire;
 (2) Selected “other” under the Hispanic origin question and also indicated birthplace was
 the Dominican Republic; 
 (3) Selected “other” under the Hispanic origin question and also indicated 1st ancestry 
 to be Dominican;
 (4) Selected “other” under the Hispanic origin question and also indicated 2nd ancestry   
 to be Dominican.
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The Dominican population was then segmented based on their response to a question regarding their 
place of residence one year prior to the survey. New international migrants were defined as those liv-
ing in the Dominican Republic one year prior to completing the ACS questionnaire. New domestic 
migrants were defined as those living in a different state one year prior to completing the ACS ques-
tionnaire (this category does not include Dominicans who may have lived in Puerto Rico or another 
U.S. territory or possession one year prior). Borrowing from the methodological and analytical strate-
gies outlined throughout The State of Puerto Ricans: 2013 (Meléndez & Vargas-Ramos, 2013) one 
year estimates for the 2001-2011 period were combined for analysis. 
DEMOGRAPHIC GROWTH AND MOBILITY
Between 1980 and 1990 the Dominican population in the U.S. grew by nearly 160 percent. The 
increase continued throughout the 90s and by the year 2000 the population had increased by an addi-
tional 94 percent. By 2010, the population had increased even further, growing by another 51 percent, 
where it reached a total population of about 1.5 million. In comparison, the total U.S population only 
grew by 9 percent from 1980 to 1990, 13 percent from 1990 to 2000 and 10 percent from 2000 to 
2010. The overall Hispanic population grew by much larger proportions over this same time period; 
however, the growth was not quite as dramatic as that observed among the sub-Hispanic population of 
Dominicans. For the overall Hispanic population, there was a 48 percent increase from 1980 to 1990, 
a 61 percent increase from 1990 to 2000, and a 44 percent increase from 2000 to 2010. 
While the Dominican population in the U.S. has continued to witness rather dramatic growth over 
the past 30 years, the population increase has also been accompanied by a deconcentration process 
reflected by the spread, or geographic distribution, of the population to different states.  For example, 
in 1990 approximately 88 percent of Dominicans were located in the northeast. By 2000, the pro-
portion fell to 84 percent and a decade later, by 2010, it had fallen to 79 percent. The south region, 
however, has experienced exactly the opposite during the same years.  The south contained the next 
largest population of Dominicans over the various reference periods at 9 percent in 1990, 13 percent 
in 2000 and 18 percent in 2010. Tables 1 and 2 below display the population size and geographic 
distribution of the Dominican and select other populations since 1980.
                                                                                                                                                           
“For example, in 1990 approximately 88 percent of 
Dominicans were located in the northeast. By 2000, the 
proportion fell to 84 percent and a decade later, by 2010, it 
had fallen to 79 percent.”
                                                                                                                                                     
                                                                                                                                                     
“By 2010, the population had increased even further, 
growing by another 51 percent, where it reached a total 
population of about 1.5 million. In comparison, the to-
tal U.S population only grew by 9 percent from 1980 to 
1990, 13 percent from 1990 to 2000 and 10 percent from 
2000 to 2010.”
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Table 2














             
461,860 88.0%
             
847,868 83.5%
          
1,212,126 78.8% 83.6% 43.0%
Midwest
                  
4,692 0.9%
               
16,692 1.6%
               
29,950 1.9% 255.8% 79.4%
South
               
48,688 9.3%
             
134,783 13.3%
             
271,960 17.7% 176.8% 101.8%
West
                  
9,359 1.8%
               
16,404 1.6%
               
23,522 1.5% 75.3% 43.4%
  Non-Hispanic White Non-Hispanic White 
Northeast
       
40,339,859 21.5%
       
39,343,537 20.2%
       
37,995,831 19.3% -2.5% -3.4%
Midwest
       
51,141,774 27.2%
       
52,378,720 26.9%
       
52,101,694 26.5% 2.4% -0.5%
South
       
61,313,667 32.6%
       
65,931,928 33.9%
       
68,786,407 34.9% 7.5% 4.3%
West
       
35,218,104 18.7%
       
36,872,938 19.0%
       
38,047,516 19.3% 4.7% 3.2%
  Non-Hispanic Black Non-Hispanic Black 
Northeast
          
5,224,056 17.9%
          
5,721,851 17.0%
          
6,100,127 16.1% 9.5% 6.6%
Midwest
          
5,648,929 19.4%
          
6,381,081 18.9%
          
6,846,637 18.0% 13.0% 7.3%
South
       
15,631,254 53.6%
       
18,679,824 55.4%
       
21,768,873 57.4% 19.5% 16.5%
West
          
2,684,217 9.2%
          
2,923,798 8.7%
          
3,221,341 8.5% 8.9% 10.2%
  Non-Hispanic Asian or Pacific Islander Non-Hispanic Asian 
Northeast
          
1,289,227 18.5%
          
2,104,613 20.2%
          
3,068,483 20.4% 63.2% 45.8%
Midwest
             
740,286 10.6%
          
1,183,783 11.4%
          
1,731,049 11.5% 59.9% 46.2%
South
          
1,060,869 15.2%
          
1,933,430 18.5%
          
3,221,170 21.4% 82.2% 66.6%
West
          
3,887,065 55.7%
          
5,206,063 49.9%
          
6,998,644 46.6% 33.9% 34.4%
  Hispanic  Hispanic 
Northeast
          
3,622,815 16.6%
          
5,247,708 14.9%
          
7,022,356 13.8% 44.9% 33.8%
Midwest
          
1,654,584 7.6%
          
3,120,171 8.9%
          
4,670,712 9.2% 88.6% 49.7%
South
          
6,632,001 30.4%
       
11,546,155 32.8%
       
18,315,290 36.1% 74.1% 58.6%
West
          
9,927,451 45.5%
       
15,290,446 43.4%
       
20,721,212 40.8% 54.0% 35.5%
Source: IPUMS 1990 5% Sample, 2000 5% Sample, 2010 1-Year ACS IPUMS; Author’s tabulations
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SETTLEMENT PATTERNS OF INTERNATIONAL MIGRATION
While population growth among Dominicans is certainly attributable to domestic migration and 
natural increase within the northeast region, other mechanisms include the continued flow of interna-
tional migrants from the Dominican Republic. That is, the primary destination for new immigrants 
from	the	Dominican	Republic	continues	to	be	the	northeast.	Over	the	2001-2011	period,	75	percent	
of all international migrants from the Dominican Republic went to states located in the northeast. 
The next most popular region was the south with 21 percent of migrants over the period (See Table 
3). The states preferred by incoming international Dominican migrants were New York at 44 percent, 
Florida at 14 percent, New Jersey at 13 percent, Massachusetts at 9 percent, and Rhode Island at 4 
percent (See Table 4 and Figure 1). Interestingly, the same five states have been the preferred places 
in the last two decades for Dominican migrants coming from the Dominican Republic.
Table 3






Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
Table 4







Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
                                                                                                                                                     
“Over the 2001-2011 period, 75 percent of all 
international migrants from the Dominican Republic went 
to states located in the northeast.”
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Figure 1
States Receiving the Largest Number of Migrants from the
 Dominican Republic, 2001-2011
Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011 
Within these states, and in some cases outside of these states, new international Dominican immi-
grants tended to be concentrated in particular metro areas. Table 5 below displays the metro area dis-
tribution of new international Dominican migrants. Because the metro area variable was not available 
across the complete 2001-2011 time period, Table 5 depicts figures from the 2006-2011 period.  As 
can be seen, the largest portion of new Dominican migrants are found in the New York-Northeastern 
NJ metro area at 57 percent; followed by Boston, MA-NH at 8 percent; Providence-Fall River-Paw-
tucket, MA/RI at 4.5 percent; Miami-Hialeah, FL at 3 percent; Raleigh-Durham, NC at 3 percent; 
and	Orlando,	FL	at	2.5	percent.
Migration from the Dominican Republic has ebbed and flowed from 2001 to 2011 (see Figure 2). 
According to ACS data, there was a large drop in the number of new migrants from 2004 to 2005. 
For the next 4 years the number of new migrants remained relatively stable, and in 2009 began to 
increase again. Since 2009, the population of new migrants has continued to grow. However, it has 
yet to reach its 2004 peak number.
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Table 5
Top Metropolitan Area Destinations for Dominicans Migrating from the Dominican 
Republic, 2006-2011
Metropolitan Area Percent
New York-Northeastern NJ 57.0%
Boston, MA-NH 8.0%




Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2006-2011
Figure 2
 Migration from the Dominican Republic 2001-2011
Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
Table 6 examines the age and sex composition of new Dominican international migrants from 2001 
to	2011.	Overall,	the	distribution	is	relatively	equal	for	each	sex.	That	is,	males	and	females	appear	
to be migrating in relatively equal numbers. The age distribution of new migrants does reveal some 
variation, however.  The largest share of migrants for both males and females can be found in the 
under 18 category, 37 percent for males and 33 percent for females.
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Table 6
Age and Sex Distribution of Dominican International Migrants, 2001-2011
Age Group Male Female Total
Under 18 36.9% 32.5% 34.4%
18-24 13.5% 13.9% 13.7%
25-34 17.2% 15.3% 16.1%
35-44 12.8% 14.3% 13.7%
45-54 9.2% 8.8% 9.0%
55-64 5.4% 6.5% 6.1%
65+ 5.1% 8.6% 7.1%
Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
Figure 3
Age and Sex Composition of Dominican International Migrants, 2001-2011
Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
Going one step further and breaking the population down into even smaller age and sex categories 
we get a more complete picture of international Dominican migrants. Figure 3 displays the age and 
sex composition of international Dominican migrants over the 2001-2011 periods. From this figure 
we can pinpoint just where in the age structure Dominican international migrants are most preva-
lent. Among males the largest segment of the population is between the ages of 10 and 14. Among 
females the largest segment is between the ages of 15 and 19. Dominican females also outrank their 
male counterparts in a number of age categories including:  the 0 to 4 age category, the 20 to 24 age 
category, the 30 to 34 age category, and the 35 to 39 age category.
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In other words, during peak migration years female Dominicans are leaving the Dominican Repub-
lic for the U.S. in greater numbers than their male counterparts.  In previous decades, Dominican 
women have dominated the migration movement from the Dominican Republic (Hernandez, 2002; 
Massey, Fischer and Capoferro, 2006; Donato, 2010).
A defining feature of these new immigrants from the Dominican Republic is their low level of edu-
cational attainment (see Table 7). Among males 25 years of age or older, 36 percent of new migrants 
have less than a high school education. Among females, the number is even higher at 43 percent. That 
is, nearly half of new female immigrants from the Dominican Republic lack a high school diploma. 
This characteristic can pose particular challenges when trying to enter and participate in the formal 
economy, in which accumulative educational credentials increase one’s likelihood of obtaining better 
jobs in the labor market.
Table 7
Educational Attainment of Dominican International Migrants 
25 Years or Older, 2001-2011
Educational Attainment Male Female Total
Less than High School       35.7% 43.1% 40.2%
High School or Equivalent  25.5% 28.3% 27.2%
Some College or Associate’s 
Degree
16.9% 10.2% 12.9%
Bachelor’s Degree                 12.4% 14.6% 13.7%
Graduate or Professional 
School   9.6% 3.8% 6.1%
Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
Not surprisingly then, the labor force participation rates for new migrants from the Dominican 
Republic are also fairly low (see Table 8). For example, only 58 percent of males and 41 percent of 
females	16	years	of	age	or	older	indicated	that	they	are	in	the	labor	force.	Of	those	participating	in	
the	labor	force	a	large	share	are	unemployed,	29	percent	of	males	and	39	percent	of	females.	Of	the	
employed population of new immigrants the largest shares for both men and women are employed in 
management, professional and related occupations, 33 percent for males and 35 percent for females. 
The least common occupational sector for both males and females is the construction, extraction and 
maintenance occupations with 12 percent of new immigrant males and only 0.3 percent new immi-
grant females employed in this sector (see Table 9).
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Table 8
Employment Status of Dominican International Migrants 16 Years or Older in the U.S., 
2001-2011
Employment Status Male Female Total
Labor Force Participation 58.2% 40.5% 47.8%
Employment Ratio 41.5% 24.7% 31.6%
Unemployment Rate 28.7% 39.0% 33.9%
Not in Labor Force 41.8% 59.5% 52.2%
Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
Table 9
Occupation of Dominican International Migrants 16 Years or Older in the U.S.,  
2001-2011
Occupation Male Female Total
Management, profesional and related occupa-
tions              32.9% 34.6% 33.7%
Service occupations 16.7% 28.2% 22.4%
Sales and office occupations                            13.5% 23.3% 18.4%
Construction, extraction and maintenance 
occupations                               11.7% 0.3% 6.0%
Production, transportation and material 
moving occupation       25.2% 13.8% 19.5%
Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
Figure 4 depicts mean earnings overtime for Dominican international migrants 16 years of age or 
older who held some type of employment (earnings have been adjusted to 2011 dollars). What is 
immediately clear are the rather dramatic changes in earnings for new migrants from year to year. 
In 2001 new Dominican migrants had the highest mean earnings across all the time periods at ap-
proximately $41,000. This figure fell to its lowest point in 2005 when mean earnings for Dominican 
migrants stood at just under $10,000. Since then, mean earnings have rebounded slightly but have 
not come close to their 2001 figure. 2011 mean earnings while slightly higher than 2005, just barely 
passed the $14,000 mark.  It is important to note here, that sample size likely influences the rather 
dramatic shifts in mean earnings over time. That is, un-weighted cases over the time period range 
from 27 to 160. While these figures may give us an indication of the economic picture facing new 
Dominican international immigrants one should exercise caution when interpreting these figures.
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Figure 4
Mean Earnings for Dominican International Migrants,  
Employed and 16 Years of Age or Older
Note: Earnings have been adjusted to 2011 dollars
Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
MOBILITY OF DOMESTIC DOMINICANS
While international migrants from the Dominican Republic flock to the northeast, particularly New 
York State (see Figure 1), Dominicans already within the country are leaving New York for other 
areas. The most popular destination for domestic Dominican migrants is the state of Florida, followed 
by New Jersey, New York (for Dominicans living in a different state 1 year prior), Pennsylvania, and 
Massachusetts. As depicted in Table 10, the largest state to state flow of Dominicans took the follow-
ing order over the 2001-2011 period: New York to New Jersey, New York to Florida, New York to 
Pennsylvania, New Jersey to New York, New York to Massachusetts, Florida to New York, New York 
to Connecticut, New Jersey to Pennsylvania, New Jersey to Florida, and New York to Rhode Island. 
That is, 6 of 10 states we’re receiving Dominican immigrants from New York during that time frame.
What is immediately clear from comparing international migration patterns to domestic migration 
patterns is that there are differences in regional distribution (see Table 11). For both groups the largest 
proportions of the populations are concentrated in the northeast followed by the south, but actual pro-
portions differ rather dramatically. For instance, among international migrants approximately 75 per-
cent are found in the northeast, however, among domestic migrants the proportion is only 55 percent.
                                                                                                                                                     
“While international migrants from the Dominican 
Republic flock to the northeast, particularly New York 
State (see Figure 1), Dominicans already within the coun-
try are leaving New York for other areas.”
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Table 10
Largest State-to-state Migration Flows of Dominican Domestic Migrants, 2001-2011
Rank Migration Flow Migrants
1 NY to NJ 39,964
2 NY to FL 35,812
3 NY to PA 20,910
4 NJ to NY 14,499
5 NY to MA 9,973
6 FL to NY 9,478
7 NY to CT 8,770
8 NJ to PA 6,633
9 NJ to FL 6,165
10 NY to RI 4,853
Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
Table 11







Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
In terms of preferred destination, we can see that among domestic migrants there is a greater distribu-
tion across states (see Table 12). While among international migrants nearly half (44 percent) settled 
in New York State, it is the state of Florida which received the largest number of Dominican domestic 
migrants at about 20 percent, followed by New Jersey at 15 percent, and New York at 14 percent. It is 
clear that while New York still receives some domestic migrants the growth of the Dominican popula-
tion in this particular state is a result of international migration and natural increase.
14  | Geographic Mobility of Dominicans
Table 12
Preferred State of Destination for Dominican Domestic Migrants, 2001-2011
State Migrants Percent
Florida 63,200 19.8%
New Jersey 49,194 15.4%
New York 45,908 14.4%
Pennsylvania 34,057 10.7%
Massachusetts 23,129 7.3%
Top 5 Total 215,488 67.6%
Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
Figure 5 displays migration flows illustrating where domestic Dominican migrants are moving to 
and from. While New York is the largest sender of Dominicans to other states, New York is also 
the third largest recipient of Dominicans from other states. Despite being both a large sending and 
receiving state, New York is one of two states depicted here with a negative net migration figure (the 
other is Rhode Island). 
The largest shares of these departures have gone to other states in the northeast as well as the south. 
The vast majority of newcomers to New York have also come from these regions.
The age structure of domestic migrants differs somewhat from that of international migrants. Fig-
ure 6 displays a population pyramid for Dominican domestic migrants. As can be seen the bulk of 
domestic migrants are concentrated in the early adulthood years between the ages of 20-39. For males 
the largest share of migrants is concentrated in the 20 to 24 year age range and for females it is the 
25 to 29 year age range.  Compared to international migrants, domestic migrants have slightly lower 
levels of movement in the younger age categories. For example, among domestic migrants only 35 
percent of the population can be found in the 0-19 year age ranges whereas 38 percent of internation-
al migrants can be found in these same categories. Most of this divergence can be seen in the 0-4 year 
age and the 10-14 year age ranges. However, the largest disparity in population distribution can be 
observed in the 25-29 year age range, where 11 percent of domestic migrants can be found but only 7 
percent of international migrants can be found.
                                                                                                                                                     
“That is, over the 2001-2011 period, only New York and 
Rhode Island have lost more Dominicans to other states 
than they have gained from other states.”
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Figure 5
States with Highest Number of Dominicans Migrating within the U.S., 2001-2011
Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
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Figure 6
Age and Sex Composition of Dominican Domestic Migrants, 2001-2011
Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
Digging a little deeper and examining the nativity statuses of Dominican domestic migrants (see 
Table 13) we can see that slightly less than half were born in the U.S., in other words, about 56 per-
cent	are	foreign-born.	Of	this	group	approximately	17	percent	moved	to	the	U.S.	in	the	past	9	years,	
another 21 percent have resided in the U.S. for between 10 and 19 years and 19 percent have resided 
in the U.S. for 20 years or longer. 
Table 13
Dominican Domestic Migrants by Years in the U.S., 2001-2011
Years in U.S. Migrants Percent
U.S. Born 141,403 44.4%
0 to 9 52,554 16.5%
10 to 19 65,503 20.6%
20+ 59,237 18.6%
Total 318,697 100%
Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
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Turning to education, we can again see some interesting similarities and differences between inter-
national migrants and domestic migrants (see Tables 7 and 14). What is immediately apparent, are 
the similarities between the two groups on the upper end of educational attainment. That is, about 
equal numbers of international and domestic migrants have a bachelor degree or higher. However, it 
is among the domestic migrants where degree attainment is more evenly split between the sexes. At 
the lowest level of educational attainment there exists considerable divergence in the distribution of 
migrants. While 28 percent of domestic migrants have less than a high school diploma 40 percent of 
international migrants fall into this category. This difference is most dramatic when comparing the 
female population. That is, 43 percent of female international migrants have less than a high school 
education, while only 25 percent of female domestic migrants fall into this category. In terms of at-
taining a high school diploma, about equal numbers of each migrant group have reached this as their 
highest level of education. But again, rather dramatic differences emerge in terms of associate degree 
attainment, where 28 percent of domestic migrants have reached such levels but only 13 percent of 
international migrants have done the same. This difference is rather substantial for both males and 
females; however it is again most dramatic for females. 
Table 14
Educational Attainment of Dominican Domestic Migrants 25+, 2001-2011
Education Males Females Total
Less than High School       30.6% 25.1% 27.7%
High School or Equivalent   23.5% 28.2% 25.9%
Some College or Associate’s 
Degree 27.7% 29.6% 28.7%
Bachelor’s Degree                 12.3% 12.8% 12.6%
Graduate or Professional 
School   6.0% 4.3% 5.1%
Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
We can further complicate this matter by breaking the domestic migrant population down by genera-
tional status and comparing first generation domestic migrants (those born abroad but have multiple 
migrations under their belt- both international and now domestic) to second, and later generation 
domestic migrants (those born in the U.S.). Tables 15 and 16 compare and contrast educational 
attainment based on generational status. What is immediately clear is the tremendous difference 
in educational attainment based on nativity. While 31 percent of foreign-born domestic migrants 
have less than a high school education, only 12 percent of U.S-born domestic migrants fall into this 
category. Note that the figure among foreign-born domestic migrants is quite similar to Dominican 
international migrants.
 
                                                                                                                                                     
“What is immediately clear is the tremendous difference 
in educational attainment based on nativity. While 31 
percent of foreign-born domestic migrants have less than a 
high school education, only 12 percent of U.S-born 
domestic migrants fall into this category.”
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Table 15
Educational Attainment of Foreign-Born Dominican Domestic Migrants  
25+, 2001-2011
Educational Attainment (1st gen) Male  Female Total
Less than High School 35.3% 27.6% 31.2%
High School or Equivalent 23.1% 29.9% 26.7%
Some College or Associate’s Degree 24.7% 27.7% 26.3%
Bachelor’s Degree 11.3% 10.9% 11.1%
Graduate or Professional School 5.6% 3.9% 4.7%
  Note: Does not include Domestic Dominican migrants who were born  
  in Puerto Rico or other U.S. territories or possessions.
  Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
Table 16
Educational Attainment of U.S.-Born Dominican Domestic Migrants 25+, 2001-2011
Educational Attainment (2nd+ gen) Male  Female Total
Less than High School 11.1% 13.5% 12.3%
High School or Equivalent 25.1% 19.7% 22.4%
Some College or Associate’s Degree 39.6% 39.0% 39.3%
Bachelor’s Degree 16.7% 21.5% 19.0%
Graduate or Professional School 7.6% 6.2% 6.9%
  Note: Does include Domestic Dominican migrants who were born in  
  Puerto Rico or other U.S. territories or possessions.
  Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
With respect to employment status and perhaps as expected, Dominican domestic migrants have a 
higher rate of labor force participation than their international migrant counterparts, as reflected in 
Table 17. Among male domestic migrants the labor force participation rate is 65 percent and among 
females it is 77 percent. Among international migrants the figures are 58 percent and 41 percent 
respectively. The unemployment rate among domestic migrants is also substantially lower than among 
international migrants, 23 percent versus 29 percent for males and 15 percent versus 39 percent for 
females. This difference is clearly most dramatic for females.
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Table 17
Employment Status of Dominican Domestic Migrants 16 Years
 or Older in the U.S., 2001-2011
Employment Status Male Female Total
Labor Force Participation 64.6% 77.1% 70.7%
Employment Ratio 49.9% 65.5% 57.6%
Unemployment Rate 22.7% 15.1% 18.6%
Not in Labor Force 35.4% 22.9% 29.3%
Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
Despite rather dramatic differences in educational attainment and labor force participation, both 
international and domestic Dominican migrants are employed in relatively equal numbers in the vari-
ous occupational sectors. Roughly a third of both male and female domestic migrants are employed in 
the management, professional, and related occupations sector, which is nearly identical to the propor-
tion of international migrants employed in this sector. The service, sales, and construction occupa-
tions also have about an equal number of Dominicans represented across the two migrant groups. 
Within the production, transportation, and material moving occupations there exists some variation 
between males, where 19 percent of domestic migrants are employed in these jobs but 25 percent of 
international migrants are employed (See Table 18). 
Table 18
Occupational Status of Dominican Domestic Migrants 16 Years
 or Older in the U.S., 2001-2011
Occupation Male Female Total
Managment, professional and related occupations 32.7% 31.5% 32.1%
Service oddupation 14.6% 25.2% 19.7%
Sales and office occupations 19.1% 29.8% 24.3%
Construction, extraction and maintenance occupations 11.4% 0.3% 6.0%
Production, transportation and material moving occupation 18.5% 11.1% 14.9%
Military specific occupations 3.7% 2.1% 2.9%
Total 100% 100% 100%
Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
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Figure 7 depicts mean earnings overtime for Dominican domestic migrants 16 years of age or older 
who held some type of employment (earnings have been adjusted to 2011 dollars). As is clear, 2004 
was the year in which average earnings were the highest among the group at a little over $40,000. 
In 2010, however, in the aftermath of the great recession, we see average earnings reach their lowest 
point at just over $20,000. As of 2011 average earnings have rebounded slightly but the trajectory is 
still somewhat unclear.
Figure 7
Mean Earnings Overtime for Dominican Domestic Migrants, 16 Years or Older and 
Employed, 2001-2011
Note: Earnings have been adjusted to 2011 dollars
Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
Figures 8 and 9 offer a comparative view of mean and median earnings for the various migrant-
statuses during the time frame studied. What is clear from this view is the relative stability in earnings 
for non-migrants as compared to migrants. While the average earnings of international and domestic 
migrants differ, earnings for both groups rise and fall in a parallel fashion. The mean and median 
earnings for non-migrants, however, remain relatively stable across the 10 year period. Here too it is 
important to note that sample size may have had an impact on the observed variance between groups. 
Thus, such figures must be interpreted with caution.
                                                                                                                                                     
“In 2010, however, in the aftermath of the great recession, 
we see average earnings reach their lowest point at just 
over $20,000.”
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Figure 8
Mean Earnings Comparison, Persons 16 Years or Older and Employed, 2001-2011
Note: Earnings have been adjusted to 2011 dollars
Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
Figure 9 
Mean and Median Earnings Comparison, Persons 16 Years or Older and Employed
 
Note: Earnings have been adjusted to 2011 dollars
Source: IPUMS ACS Single-Year Samples 2001-2011
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CONCLUSION 
Using IPUMS ACS Census data for the 2001 to 2011 period, we took aim at understanding 
the demographic and socioeconomic profile of Dominican migrants in the U.S. We did so by 
disaggregating the Dominican population based on past year migration status and nativity status 
and	by	generating	socioeconomic	profiles	for	each	group.	Our	analysis	revealed	that	Dominican	
international migrants and domestic migrants differ in important ways. Key areas of difference 
include: state of settlement, educational attainment, and annual earnings. While new immigrants 
from the Dominican Republic primarily settled in New York, Dominicans already residing in the 
U.S. left New York in large numbers, heading both to other areas of the northeast as well as the 
south. Aside from settlement patterns, we also observed rather striking differences in educational 
attainment between past-year international and domestic migrants. This difference was most 
apparent when reviewing educational outcomes for females, in which fewer females were represented 
in the higher ranks of educational attainment among international migrants compared to domestic 
migrants. In this analysis we further broke down the migrant category and reviewed generational 
status as it relates to educational attainment, as well. Doing so further accentuated the difference 
between international migrants and domestic migrants, with second and later generation domestic 
Dominican migrants having much higher levels of educational attainment when compared to 
international Dominican migrants. Average and median earnings were also examined based 
on migrant status. Most telling from this analysis was that non-migrants were the group with 
the highest average and median earnings, this group was followed by domestic migrants then 
international migrants. Interestingly, mean and median earnings for domestic and international 
migrants tended to move in parallel fashion overtime.
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